However, there is also some consensus that the field of entrepreneurship remains significantly divergent, underdefined and anarchistic (Gartner et al., 2006; Reader and Watkins, 2006) , despite calls for unity made by scholars like Gartner (1985) . Only recently, it was commented that 'there is no consensus among researchers as to the exact meaning of entrepreneurship and the role of entrepreneurs' (Amit et al., 1993: 816) and that 'To date, the phenomenon of entrepreneurship has lacked such a conceptual framework' (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000: 217) . I argue for the latter consensus because, regardless of the long history of the entrepreneur in business analysis -from Cantillon (1775) to Say (1803) to Walras (1877) to Schumpeter (1911) to Kirzner (1978) to Drucker (1993) and so on -the field's existing definitions continue to conflict (Welsh, 2004) .
So what? For researchers in entrepreneurship, why should the field's definitional concerns matter? Theoretically, scholars should be looking for interesting research questions (and approaches for addressing them) without worrying what field the product of that research drops into. Scholars should be more focused on explaining and predicting important phenomena than on whether they are aligning well with a field's current definitional boundaries, or whether they can provide as elegant an elevator pitch of their field as a peer in finance. At a pragmatic minimum, researchers could simply follow the current field precedent, i.e. restating their findings to agree with the field's definition du jour in order to be published in a selected journal.
Devil's advocacy aside, there are several reasons, mostly indirect to any individual researcher, why a field's definitional status matters. When a field is illdefined, with too wide a scope, the field enjoys less status, prestige or resources than other fields (Pfeffer, 1993) . That translates to lower funding, fewer jobs, poorer teaching quality and less analytical depth than what would be possible with a more widely accepted yet focused definition. As it is, the field looks wasteful and unscientific in the disorganization that definitional crises create (e.g. with reinvention occurring as scholars use different targets and methodologies while failing to acknowledge each other's work; see Bull and Willard, 1993; Day et al., 2006) . These problems may contribute to the field's relatively poor presence in the larger business literature (for example, Busenitz et al. [2003] found that only about 2% of major management journal articles are entrepreneurship-related).
In contrast to those ENT scholars who believe Shane and Venkataraman (2000) , or any one else since 2000, have resolved the 200-year-old definitional problem (which even Shane and Venkataraman had acknowledged in 2000) in the field, I assume that the field remains in a definitional dilemma, and one that is very important and ripe to address. What remains is to consider a strategic response, and to accept the inevitable trade-offs to be made from a concise field definition. That may mean accepting, as IB has (Peng, 2004) , that there may be no field-only phenomena (e.g. no ENT-only phenomena); but that strong contributions may still be made to the greater business literature by addressing specific field-related problems through the careful application of other disciplines' theoretical frameworks. To some outsiders, that admission itself may imply ENT is not a field, but instead a set of interesting research questions addressable through the theories of other fields. I would strongly argue, however, that ENT has sufficient practical significance (e.g. a high level of interest from researchers and practitioners; longevity) and theoretical significance (e.g. contributions from the Austrian school, contributions in the area of venture capital funding, and contributions in networking for legitimacy that address gaps in the literature using different models from other fields) to constitute a field.
Finding consensus in first principles, not new theory
One method to resolve diversity and disagreement within an academic field is to redetermine its roots by drawing on its first principles, i.e. by rediscovering the necessary conditions that generate the phenomena at the field's core. This is not new theory-building; new theory-building tends not to create the consensus that I seek. I simply provide a revisit to a deep core of the field to point out that the magnificently divergent research in ENT has some common ancestry -its Adam and Eve, if you will. I argue that those two necessary ancestors of entrepreneurship are the conditions of heterogeneity and dynamics.
Focal entities (e.g. individuals, firms) must differ significantly in relevant factors and decisions (e.g. scale, newness, risk aversion) to incite new wealth creation. Heterogeneity must exist to provide incentives to innovate (i.e. to provide expected returns above the perfectly competitive level). These differences can then play a part in defining the field, separating entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs (as has been a focus of the trait-based work in entrepreneurship; see, for example, review by Low and MacMillan [1988] ), and separating different kinds of opportunities and exploitation modes (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000) .
Additionally, the context has to be dynamic, i.e. there must exist at least two different periods of time. If there is only one period, or if the two periods do not differ (and, hence, can be thought of as simply an extended single period), then no change occurs. If no change occurs, then there is no entry, exit, resolution of uncertainty, surprise, or any other wedge that allows entrepreneurial activity, i.e. there is only static equilibrium and, hence, no entrepreneurship (as has been the conclusion of most neoclassic micro-economic models). The focus on dynamics can also play a part in defining the field (as has been the focus of work by Kirzner [1978] and others in the Austrian school).
Dynamics give rise to change, opportunities and uncertainty -major concepts related to entrepreneurial activity. The definition of dynamics as the existence of at least two differing periods of time implies that change occurs, not necessarily for the focal entities, but at least for the context (e.g. demand could increase in the second period, utility functions could alter in the second period). Change generates opportunities for the entities to exploit. When those entities are heterogeneous then, as Shane and Venkataraman (2000) indicate, each entity can adapt in a different way in order to alter its relative performance and position (i.e. fulfilling their definition of entrepreneurship as the nexus of individual and opportunity).
Generating uncertainty also requires at least two different periods: a first period where entities have different beliefs about a future outcome (due to the assumed heterogeneity of entities, or due to the ambiguity of the future); and a second period where the outcome is resolved. Uncertainty is an important concept in entrepreneurship for many reasons; one reason is that it can drive future heterogeneity, for example, where the good or bad luck of a draw benefits or penalizes one entity relative to others.
Heterogeneity and dynamics are the only two necessary conditions for entrepreneurship, but they are not sufficient. Depending on the specific definition of entrepreneurship, for example as new entry, further conditions would be required to obtain sufficiency. Specifically, without further conditions, there is no guarantee any particular definition of entrepreneurship could be satisfied because one could always find a contingency that could prevent entrepreneurship from occurring (e.g. boundedly rational decision-makers; imperfect supporting capital markets; absence of access to complementary assets). However, I can make a case that when individuals are heterogeneous, and the landscape is changing, then the possibility (but not the certainty) of entrepreneurship (e.g. innovation, entry, opportunity exploitation) exists.
Heterogeneous entities interacting within a dynamic context produce many outcomes; the ones of interest to entrepreneurs (and to a business meta-field) are measured in terms of performance. These performance outcomes can be assessed in a range of ways, from blunt measures like survival to finer measures like changes in risk-adjusted returns on investment. By performance, I do mean any outcome measure that has potential utility-related costs and benefits (e.g. measures of efficiency and effectiveness in the discovery, the evaluation and the exploitation of opportunities; measures of an entrepreneur's well-being).
Any changes in the performance of the entrepreneurships are, then, likely to feed back, either directly or indirectly, into the original two elements of heterogeneity and dynamics to continue a cycle. Changes in performance are likely to increase the level of heterogeneity, as the entrepreneurs that recently benefited make new investments and the firms that lost make new cost cuts. The performance outcomes may also indirectly spur activity that generates future context changes -new dynamics -due to new investments in technology, lobbying and advertising. Additionally, the information generated by the performance outcomes is likely to spur reactions -changes -in the strategies of rivals, customers and policy-makers. Thus, to complete the picture of entrepreneurship, a third element -the outcome element of performance -is added to the model (see Figure 1 ).
Five alternative directions to defining the field
I have argued that there are two common ancestors (as well as several intermediate and final outcomes) of ENT research. The opportunity now lies in taking
an active, strategic role in choosing and guiding a direction upon which the future generations of research should proceed, for the good of the ENT field. In what follows, I sketch out several alternative directions. My intention is to do so without identifying which direction is best, or identifying which definition is best (i.e. the definition being the result of pursuing a direction), or judging whether any past definition is better or worse than any example provided herein. My point is that finding a consensus for the field's definition should be a thoughtful, strategic process and not a passive process where a definition is handed down by individual ENT scholars or by outside parties. But we do need to proceed to complete this process reasonably soon, so we can rightfully reap the benefits that other established business disciplines currently enjoy. I outline five alternative directions for generating possible field definitions. I categorize these five directions into three approaches, describing two directions for the first two approaches and one for the third. The first approach is to stake a core statement of the field that is distant from the cores of other fields and then expand from that core regardless of whether any other field's research turf is encroached on. The second approach is referential to other fields, staking claim to research issues that always purposely fall outside the turf of other fields. The third approach is one of synthesis: building bridges among other fields through research applicable to entrepreneurship that requires cross-disciplinary solutions. I provide a visualization of these approaches and directions in Figure 2 . In the following, I describe the five directions in order, explaining how each relates to the first principles model, providing some example definitions that emerge from following the direction, and highlighting the direction's relative strength.
Approach 1, direction 1: defining the field by the event
In this direction, I define the field's core as a specific outcome from the first principles model that is different from outcomes of interest to other fields. That outcome essentially provides an acid test definition of entrepreneurship. Examples of such outcome definitions of entrepreneurship include: the creation of a new organization; the creation of new wealth; the creation of a new product; the discovery of a new opportunity; the exploitation of a new opportunity; and so on. Given this outcome-related definition of entrepreneurship, I can then state the big question of ENT as What determines the success or failure in reaching that outcome? (e.g. the determinants of new wealth creation success and failure). This type of big question parallels that of IB, i.e. What determines the international success or failure of a firm? (Peng, 2004: 99) . The definition clearly delineates an identifiable entity to focus on (e.g. the new venture), an entity that is different from others (i.e. is heterogeneous) and that goes through a dynamic process to some performance outcome (i.e. its success or failure). The three research questions of Shane and Venkataraman (2000) are good examples of extensions to such a core (i.e. their individual-opportunity nexus); these questions stake research turf related to opportunity emergence, individual discoverers and exploitation modes.
The main benefit of this approach is clarity -a clarity that can focus research and teaching, i.e. it is easy to explain to a colleague or student what entrepreneurship entails and what the main research questions are (e.g. the who, why, when, how of the opportunity). It is also clear what skills entrepreneurship students are then expected to learn (e.g. guerilla marketing, bootstrap financing, leadership). Like IB, where research can focus on the particular challenges of operating outside home borders, entrepreneurship can focus on a set of particular challenges (e.g. the challenges of starting operations anew).
Approach 1, direction 2: defining the field from a tautological core
In this direction, I define the field's core in a Kuhnian paradigm, where that paradigm comes from a tautology within the first principles model. This approach follows the lead of peer fields that each hold a tautological statement at their core. All major schools of management theory can be interpreted as a tautology (e.g. Arend, 2003; Barney, 2001) ; each can be written as a core idea that is irrefutable, and, so, a wonderful place from which to build a field. In Table 1 , I compare and outline an example ENT tautological core to that of related (and highly celebrated and cited) theoretical cores.
A R E N D : S O ! A P B OX 4 1 5 In this example definition, I define the field's core as a dynamic change caused by a heterogeneous agent exploiting an opportunity in pursuit of expected beneficial performance. The value-added elements of the field then become the ways that such a statement is put into practice, i.e. specifying the directional relationships between various factors and the core statement. For example, finer-grained theory can present hypotheses about how aspects of ambiguity could positively affect the occurrence of disruptive change.
The main benefit of this approach is the availability of precedent (and the trappings of legitimacy, etc. that come with it). The way forward from the core has been shown by the previous work in other fields that build on their own cores. Secondarily, the benefit of stability (given the tautological nature of the core) is also useful for a new field seeking to attract long-term commitment from researchers.
Approach 2, direction 3: defining the field as research space left by other fields
In this direction, I define the field by identifying clusters of interest existing in the research spaces left vacant by other fields. Any of the space that relates to the first principles model of entrepreneurship is taken as part of this definition, with greater emphasis on those areas of research space that are further from other fields while also being more commonly observed in ENT. Thus, I can define entrepreneurship, for example, as the analysis of certain issues that involve heterogeneity, dynamics and performance of identifiable and potentially important economic entities (e.g. individuals, firms, networks); specifically, these are the issues that are sufficiently different from other close fields but yet are sufficiently common and important among those entities. This direction leads to several central research questions, such as: What are the interesting differences between entrepreneurs and incumbents (i.e. non-entrepreneurial entities)? What are the drivers of sustained differences (e.g. the market failures, the dynamics, the path histories)? How do these differences translate into relative (dis)advantages of entrepreneurs to incumbents, in specific contexts, using specific performance measures? What causes the instability of the entrepreneurship, i.e. what are the drivers and processes that cause an entrepreneurial venture to evolve into an incumbent?
The main benefit this approach brings is inclusiveness. Essentially, all past ENT-related research is included in the new definition's span. The downside of the generality of this definition is the likelihood that ENT researchers will continue to differ in their topics and methods. However, that is mitigated by greater transparency from the common acknowledgment of this definition, so ENT researchers may be more aware of the variety of research in the field (Day et al., 2006 ) -making it less likely they will ignore each other completely.
Approach 2, definition 4: defining the field in diametric opposition to other fields
In this direction, I again define the field within the gaps left by other fields, but do so differently. In this case, I look for maximum distance from other fields' cores to (Sull, 1999) . Other characteristics that are often consistent with what an incumbent is not include issues not usually associated with the publicly traded, visible firms that peer fields like strategic management, economics, finance and marketing focus on. For example, incumbents in those fields are considered rational, risk-neutral decisionmakers compared to the entrepreneurial heuristic-using individuals who must confront normal business risk, as well as added risk premia (i.e. to compensate for illiquidity, uncertainty bearing, etc. -see Venkataraman, 1997) , as well as ambiguity. Additionally, incumbents in those fields are assumed beholden to a certain set of standards (laws, regulations, ethics, community service, etc.) compared to the possibly lower standards of entrepreneurial grey-market dealing (e.g. not reporting taxable income; dealing in illegal products and services) or the possibly higher standards of specialized green, organic, animal-friendly or non-sin new venture niches.
What an equilibrium is not is constantly dynamic. Incumbents profit through economies based on stability (e.g. the specialization and scale economies when products remain constant; the market power economy when rivals remain consistent). The entrepreneur profits by exploiting value inconsistencies in times of instability (see the Austrian school of entrepreneurship; Kirzner, 1993 Kirzner, , 1997 . The incumbent will promote (and defend) a certain type of change (e.g. incremental, predictable) where it is more likely to hold an advantage (i.e. where conditions favor the use of its existing uncommon resources); the entrepreneur will promote a different type of change, where it is likely to hold an advantage and the incumbent does not. Such a definition of this dynamic space, i.e. where the usual prescriptions of the other fields are disadvantageous, is by assumption an isolated place from those other fields (note that Shane and Venkataraman [2000] make a similar point in their definition).
I can summarize the isolating focus of this definition by contrasting the mantras of related fields to the mantra of ENT under this example definition (see Table 2 ). In economics, the mantra is about efficiency, i.e. doing things right to minimize costs and maximize welfare. Scarce resources are allocated to their best uses (i.e. cost efficiency) and best owners (i.e. Pareto efficiency). In strategic management, the mantra is about effectiveness, i.e. doing the right things to realize a vision and gain an advantage over competitors. Assets and capabilities are accessed, leveraged and defended in order to increase relative profitability.
In entrepreneurship, the mantra is about righting the things due to exploit ripe opportunities that create new wealth appropriated by the entrepreneur (and that imply changes that are disadvantageous to incumbents). To coin a new portmanteau word, the mantra is about effortunity, i.e. investing the sweat equity, leveraging the personal networks and begging/borrowing/stealing the factors to smartly pursue resource reallocation prospects in ambiguous, dynamic contexts (where established entities have no advantage).
The main benefit of this approach is differentiation. By isolating the field within the gaps left by other fields, ENT has more of an opportunity to generate its own theories, research questions, dependent variables, etc. That, in turn, may be a faster path to legitimacy and to identifiable contributions to business in general and to other fields' topics of interest as well. For example, the idea of using these extra efforts -none of which show up on the balance sheet -is what separates the entrepreneur from the manager. The non-monetary rewards (and the high-powered incentives) of new ventures incite individuals to create something from nothing, to use that necessity as a mother of invention, to be creative, to leverage networks, to multi-task, to search for gaps and inefficiencies in ways that established firm workers simply do not. It is not surprising, then, that such different efforts lead to different outcomes (i.e. new value creation). The basis of those efforts is commonly grounded in the past work experience of entrepreneurs at incumbent firms. Essentially, the entrepreneurs are applying some of the absorptive capacity from a previous employer. Thus, there must be at least two types of such capacity for exploiting new information and addressing dynamic environments -an immobile firm-level type and a mobile individuallevel type (NB, where research on this latter type constitutes an opportunity to contribute to another field's topic of interest).
Approach 3, direction 5: defining the field as cross-disciplinary synthesis challenges
In this direction, I define the field in terms of cross-disciplinary research questions that are unanswered yet related to the first principles model of entrepreneurship (i.e. related to heterogeneity and dynamics and to certain types of performance). For example, the analysis of how micro-based phenomena translate to macro-based phenomena remains a challenge in the organizational capabilitiesbased literature and elsewhere (Felin and Foss, 2005) , but is squarely of interest to individual entrepreneurs seeking to grow their organizations. Other such questions are based on paradox-hunting, i.e. looking for explanations to seeming counter-examples of conventional wisdom that can draw on insights from outside disciplines (such as psychology, sociology, political science, brain science and so on). For entrepreneurship, such questions are likely to consider the judo economics (Gelman and Salop, 1983; Yoffie and Kwak, 2002) issues of: creating advantage from current disadvantage; opportunity exploitation without resources; deciding with confidence in an ambiguous context; attacking without defenses; and exploiting while exploring. Many of these issues are focused on the heterogeneity of entrepreneurs relative to non-entrepreneurs and identifying wedges that can be leveraged, where many of those wedges are either uncommon in any one field or have a basis in the overlap of multiple fields.
The main benefit of this final approach is peer appreciation of the field. This definition of the field ensures that other fields appreciate the outcomes. Peer fields find outcomes relevant because the outcomes solve unsolved problems in their own fields. Additionally, the research helps spread the peer fields' ideas to other fields in addressing interesting problems (essentially providing a marketing service for those fields).
Choosing from the alternative directions
In the preceding, I have described the five main alternative paths to generating a new field definition that ENT researchers can collectively evaluate and find consensus on. Each direction draws from the common ancestry model, each can produce one or more viable definition candidates and each has a relative strength. I now consider several evaluation criteria. Drawing on Peng (2004) , I can start with: (1) continuity, i.e. assessing how well the definition continues current lines of research; (2) novelty, i.e. assessing whether the definition leads to different explanations than provided by other fields; (3) scope, i.e. assessing how broad the solution space is that can be explored for research questions; and (4) boundaries, i.e. assessing how well the definition leads to clearly demarcated limits. To these I can add further criteria, such as: the likelihood the definition will lead to increased scientific legitimacy of the field; the extent the definition translates into research that is of practical value to entrepreneurs; the effect on the field's visibility; and the effect on student interest of research and theory emerging from the definition.
I suggest that the field strategically select criteria in order to enhance the benefits for the ENT field. For example, I suggest that it is best to choose a definition that excludes past research that has proven to be weak (e.g. poorly cited) or has been captured by other fields. To improve scientific progress, I also suggest it is best to choose a definition that translates into hypotheses that involve data that researchers have better access to, that involve measures that are more robust and easier to calculate, and that involve more opportunities for prediction.
What is good for the field often implies what is good for its key stakeholders. Thus, I also suggest secondary criteria for evaluation that consider the main stakeholders of the field. Choosing a definition that helps the ENT field satisfy its stakeholders should increase the resources, legitimacy and support for the field by those stakeholders. I suggest that ENT consider the impact of the definition choice on the following three key stakeholders: peers, students and practitioners. Better definitions will lead to peer researchers assessing the field's legitimacy and value relative to their own fields more highly because better definitions will lead to greater relative progress within our own field and more contributions of our field's work to other fields. Better definitions will be those that lead to ENT students assessing a higher value to the tools and insights they learn, as such definitions will increase student success in the job and the new venture markets. Better definitions will lead the users of our field's work, from entrepreneurs to policy-makers to investors to consultants to the media, to assess the value of the work more highly because the definitions will increase the benefits that they receive by having better insights into their specific decisions.
Besides the primary evaluation criteria aimed at directly benefiting ENT researchers, and the secondary criteria that benefit the field by benefiting its stakeholders, I suggest two further guidelines that should help in the selection of the best definition. The first is that, as all business fields concur, legitimate research can only ultimately show there can be no rule for riches (i.e. once an advantageous idea is exposed, it is quickly imitated and responded to by others, rendering its value no longer relatively enriching). In entrepreneurship, I extend that rule to the statement that there can be no rule for new riches when research is guided by the new definition. The second guideline is that the research resulting from the new definition should be sensitive to how the new insights can be used against the phenomenon that the field is promoting. I suggest that the choice of definition should consider how insights from the subsequent research stream could be used by incumbents to defend against (or worse, stifle) entrepreneurial activity that, by assumption, is a threat in terms of its creatively destructive goals.
The strategic organization of entrepreneurship reloaded
I began the essay from a strategist's perspective, i.e. I called for ENT researchers to methodically determine the options and evaluate them and find consensus on an ENT research definition that best benefits the field, as now is the time to do so. That is a strategist's contribution to entrepreneurship definition. As the essay ends, I can now consider the ENT researcher's potential contribution to strategy. The opportunity to study how a field can strategically redefine itself is uncommon, and the ENT field can provide some interesting insight into the process and success as a case study for an unusual application of strategic organization theory. I hope the opportunity is not lost by either field. Regardless of the approach and direction and definition that finally finds consensus, some very open, transparent, diverse discussion needs to take place, sooner rather than later, to address this current core issue in the ENT field. We need to abandon the ship we have been on, where we have been the children and victims of past definitional processes (i.e. where we have let our field be defined by other fields or by specific individuals in a non-optimal, non-self-serving way). We need to build our own ship of destiny, built on a clear approach agreed to explicitly by some critical mass of ENT researchers, with a clear understanding of the trade-offs of that architecture, and sail it to where we envision the best future lies. I call on all ENT peers to begin to make that happen.
